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ABSTRACf
Section 1 introduces one of the salient Balkanisms - the 'proleptic use
of pronouns', called crossindexing of the direct and indirect objects /
clitic doubling constructions - in the context of other Balkanisms. The
necessary diachronic background for the present study, case syncretism
and the emergence of the postpositive article in South Slavonic lan-
guages, is provided in 2 and 3. The development of the Bulgaro-
Macedonian pronominal system from that of Old Church Slavonic is
outlined in 4, and the parallel development of the Greek system in 5.
The current controversy regarding the synchronic status of Modern
Greek and Bulgaro-Macedonian clitics is addressed in 6. It is demon-
strated that pronominal clitics of Modern Greek cannot be considered
to be bound morphemes and that Macedonian clitics stand a better
chance to qualify for the status of bound morphemes / affixes vis-a-vis
those of Greek but also those of closely related Bulgarian.
Section 8 attempts to establish a causal nexus between the loss of case
and the emergence of crossindexing of the recipient / beneficiary and
the patient by means of clitic doubling constructions. Modern Greek
went as far as Middle Bulgaro-Macedonian before the loss of case mark-
ing on the definite article; Macedon ian, however, converged with
Greek in favouring the strategy of proclisis vs. Bulgarian enclisis:
ton=vlepo, ton=j6 (Greek) and go=gledam sinot vs. gledam=go, sina
(Bulgarian) '[ see the son'. Furthermore, only Macedonian demarked
this construction in that the doubling is necessary outside pragmatic
contexts. Morphological corollaries are the uninterruptibility of the
clitic block recipient=patient and its immediate attachment to the verb
in Macedonian (vs. Bulgarian). Some desiderata for further typological
and functional research along the lines of the present study are out-
lined in 7 and 9.
1. BALKANISMS
The area of the Balkans is one of the most famous examples of a
sprachbund, or linguistic convergence area. In this area are found four ge-
netically quite distinct families of the Indo-European phylum: Slavonic
(Bulgarian, Macedonian, and southeastern dialects of Serbo-Croat),
Romance (Rumanian), lllyrian (Albanian), and Hellenic (Greek). It is gen-
erally assumed that the long period of widespread migrations of various
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b. ispluniSe se dtmie da
fulfill+AOR+3/PL REFL days+NOM COMP
'The days were fulfilled for her to give birth.'
rodim
bear+3/SG
[Luke2.6;Ass.]
The generalization of the infinitive loss and the dominant finite com-
plement stage is further attested in later stages of South Slavic. Infinitive
loss characterizes not only M,. .onian, Bulgarian, and the regional
Serbian dialects, but also the st,.. ,lard Serbian dialect of Belgrade. The
emergence of new periphrastic future constructions is subsequent to the
loss of the infinitives. The modal compound is no longer formed by combin-
ing the volitional verb with the infinitive of the main verb (OCSI xostB
MAIN VERB+lNF) fa eu raditi, but is replaced extensively by the construc-
tion consisting of the complementizer da plus the subjunctive fa (ho)eu da
radim 'I will work'. This i.nnovation spread to all ~,t ,m dialects, while
Croatian dialects, locate" lo the north of the Sava-L-, :be line, still pre-
serve the use of the infini'~;..e.
2. CASE SYNCRETISM IN SOUTH SLAVONIC LANGUAGES
Another linguistic change that characterizes the South Slavonic lan-
guages is case-syncretism. Reduction of the complex six case system of the
Old Church Slavonic is slightly less wide-spread than the complement fi-
nite constructions since it is still strongly resisted by standard Serbian
variants and other Slavic languages except Bulgarian and Macedonian.
There is a rich literature on the loss of case in other Balkan languages
(especially Greek and Rumanian) and we may dwell for a while on re-
gional Serbian dialects which currently exhibit various syncretisms. They
share the process of case merger by which distinct case forms co-occurring
with prepositions merge with the direct case: the accusative singular for
some nominal stems (a-stems), and the nominative singular for other
stems (e, a and consonantal stems). Mergers are not clearly confined to
distinct stems in regional dialects even though broad generalizations can
be drawn. This is a consequence of the accusative-nominative merger
which seems to be presently taking place; there are variations involving
either distinct or identical a{'cu<:ative-nominative forms across dialects;
and different usages have h, "~corded even within the same dialect
(Milovanovic 1986). The gel case, a single nominative-accusative
case, has been generalized in ' .../cit plural stems. For these nominal stems
the complex case system has been reduced to a single case form - the gen-
eral case - used with prepositions in oblique functions and requiring help
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of word order and semantics to distinguish between the subject (agent) and
object (patient).
Among linguistic processes that condition case-syncretism that have
been recognized by linguists are phonetic change, analogy, the use of
prepositions and postpositions, word order phenomena and overlapping
of usage. A unanimous position on which factors should be given priority
has not been achieved.
Fairbanks (1977) maintains that the use of prepositions has very little
influence on the process in question. It would seem that the use of preposi-
tions does not affect the morphological make-up of most Slavic languages.
According to Fairbanks, in all Slavic languages, other than Bulgarian and
Macedonian, the introduction of prepositions created redundancies which
did not cause the merger of cases. However, more subtle reasoning, pay-
ing attention to sprachbund convergencies, is in order. Bulgarian,
Macedonian and the dialects of south-east Serbia which are geographi-
cally contingent exhibit the process of case merger only in prepositional
cases. A significant contrast is observed between the standard dialect of
Belgrade and regional dialects of south-east Serbia. The close examina-
tion of case-systems represented by various regional dialects reveals
prepositional use to be important but not the most crucial factor of case
merger. As far as the other potential factors are concerned, Belie:(1905) has
claimed that phonetic processes play no role in this process, more specifi-
cally, that there is no evidence of final sound reduction or vowel coales-
cence in the cases that merge. Of the remaining factors, analogy (which
spreads case merger from certain nominal stems to other nominal stems)
and the use of prepositions playa major role. The latter phenomenon may
be readily observed in the prepositional use of oblique cases. It is fairly well
known that all Macedonian and Bulgarian dialects employ the preposition
na with the direct case to express the notion of reception/benefit and pos-
session. The geographically contiguous regional Serbian dialects share this
feature with Macedonian and Bulgarian (the latter two initiated the de-
velopment of this construction, as will be shown in the next section). Belie:
(1905: 309) provides some examples of the prepositional use in combination
with the accusative encoding the beneficiary / recipient:
(6)a. ldi da kazes na carsku cerku
go + IMP that tell + 2/SG on(to) emperor's + ACC daughter +ACC
+2/SG
'Go to tell it to the emperor's daughter.'
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b. Prati na Cara Lazara
send + IMP on (to) Tsar + ACC Lazar + ACC
'Send it to the Tsar Lazar.'
c. Kazala na momka onoga
told + FEMon(to) guy + ACC that + ACC
'She told it to that guy.'
prica
speak+3/SG
su dati
be+3/PL give+pp+M/PL
However, this prepositional use is not extended to all regional Serbian
dialects. Those contiguous with the standard dialect do not employ the
preposition na with the genitive or dative. The dative in these dialects of-
ten retains a distinct case form while the genitive is expressed either by the
preposition od 'from, of' plus the direct case, the quantifier co-occurring
with the di,ect case for the partitive functions or even the standard variant
of the inflected oblique forms. This system is found in one of the Moravian
dialects in the south-eastern area. The dialect of the village Jovac located
145 kIn south of Belgrade (investigated in 1986 by Milovanovic) undoubt-
edly shows the merger of the prepositional cases, genitive, locative and
instrumental, with the direct or the oblique case. Geographical proximity
to the Bulgarian and Macedonian border obviously represents a signifi-
cant factor in the presence of the features that make up the sprachbund.
Witness the extension of the previously mentioned prepositional use to the
expressions of reception and possession in the dialect of Pirot and its
vicinityI:
(7)a. Kao na kuee
As on dog+NOM/ACC
They gave as if to a dog.'
b. eudo na Karadzi~a su dati da
Wonder on K+ACC be+3/PL give+pp+M/PL COMP
1t'5 a wonder they permitted KaradZi~ to speak.'
c. Kako mu dadoSt: da govori
How he+DAT give+AOR+3/PL COMP speak+3/SG
'How did they permit him to speak?'
The issue of the reduction of the case system will be reexamined in the
following section in the context of the emergence of the postpositive article
in Bulgarian and Macedonian.
IT:v {ina in (7) were provid
t !, which is non-exin
1~oth Pirot and Vell,
(b, ' ',•.<Inborder.
eo Slavinka Madic, .1':';0. in the village Velika
(lW. Velika Lukanj2. located 12 km from
Lukanja are approx.iuHeiy 36 km from the
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3. THE EMERGENCE OF TIlE POSTPOSITIVE ARTICLE AND TIlE REDUCTION
OF TIlE CASE SYSTEM
The source of the postpositive article - found in Rumanian, Albanian,
Bulgarian and Macedonian - is uncertain (d. Mladenov 1929:248, regard-
ing the existence of the postpositive article in the North Russian dialects).
The Greek article is prepositive and is usually ruled out as a potential
source (but even the Greek pattern with an article repeated with an at-
tribute could provide a model: (ho) aner ho=kal6s > andras a kal6s; d.
Rumanian prieten=ul sincer < Latin (ille) amicus ille sincerus). According to
StOlting (1970), the Bulgarian-Macedonian article was influenced in its
formation and placement by the Rumanian and partly by the Albanian
system during its formative period between the 6th & 10th centuries. It is
fairly well-known that Old Church Slavonic, as a conservative literary
dialect with six synthetic cases, did not develop (or rather, had no need to
develop) the article. Rare OCSI instances of an 'article' - such as (8) - are
to be interpreted as cliticized demonstrative pronouns:
(8) Clovekom
man=that
'that man' [Mark xiv.21; Mar]
This usage, however, was on the increase in the progressive Bulgaro-
Macedonian dialects during the 11th - 13th centuries. Ultimately, the
demonstrative pronoun lost its deictic meaning and was recategorized as a
definite article. This process may be followed in the Bulgaro-Macedonian
literary documents composed during the 11th - 13/14th centuries. (Codex
Suprasliensis [11th c.]; the writings of Exarch Johannes, Praxapostolus
ochridensis [l2th c.]; Narodno Zitie Ivana Rihskago [12th c.]; DobrejSovo-
Evangelium [13th c.]; narrations of Michail Voin" [14th c.]).
It is important to realize that the period of the emergence of the post-
positive article in South Slavonic languages is in causal nexus with the re-
duction of the system of synthetic cases. The rich system of six cases, as
known to us from Old Church Slavonic, was reduced to three by the loss of
the locative, instrumental, and genitive. Thus in Old Bulgarian the notions
of location and instrumentality started being expressed by prepositional
phrases. As far as the notion of possession was concerned, in OCSI the
nominal and pronominal possessorS were expressed by the genitive case.
In Middle Bulgarian (after the 14thc.) the nominal and pronominal posses-
sor started being expressed by the dative, which was later on replaced by
the prepositional phrase na plus the noun (in the accusative). Mladenov
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(1929: 228) gives the following Middle Bulgarian example of the dative,
and its Modem Bulgarian equivalent na Noun+ACC:
(9)a. doidoso do vrat'b
reach+AOR+3/PL to gate+GEN/PL
'They came to the gate of the town'
b. doidoxa do vratata na
reach+AOR+3/PL to gate+ART to
gradu (Middle Bulgarian)
town+DAT
grada (Modern Bulgarian)
town+ACC
Similarly, the pronominal possessor which used to be expressed by the
genitive in OeSI and Old Bulgarian started being expressed by the clitic
pronominal form in the dative. Old and Modem Bulgarian constructions
are given in (10):
(10) syn'b jego
son he+GEN
'his son'
(OBg) sin=mu
son=he+DAT
'his son'
(MnBg)
In the Modem Macedonian dialect of Dihovo (Groen 1977:81) the clitic
dative forms are us~d only with kinship terms (= inalienable possession):
(11)1.sm=mi 'my son' b. sin6j=mu 'his/her sons'
son=I+DAT sons=he/she+DAT
zena=mi
wife=I+DAT
'my WIFE'
vs.
To put emphasis on the possessor (and to avoid ambiguity in the 3rd
PERS)the pronominal possessive adjectives (or the prepositional phrase in
the 3fd PERS)have to be used:
(12) m6ja zena
my wife (Le., mea uxor)
'MY wife'
sm=mu negof/ na. toj
son+h\:'1DAT his/ to him
sm=mu
son=s/he+DAT
'his/her son'
sm=rrn; neZin/na Mja
son=she+DAT hers/to her
'HERson'
With the genitive Bulgaro-Macedonian dialects lost also the accusative
case (the suft.:x -Q used to expI'€SSboth the genitive and accusative with
masculine nouns). Middle Bulgarian presents an intermediate state of af-
fairs when the old ACC/GENsuffix -Q may be used after the preposition na:
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(13)
NOM
ACC
DAT
Old
Stojan
Stojana
Stojanu
Middle
Stojan
Stojana
na Stojana
Modern Bulgarian
Stojan
Stojan(a)2
na Stojan
go=gledam covekot
he+ACC=watch+1/SG man=ART
'1 am watching the man.'
b.
A complete loss of the morphological distinction between the subject
and object (expressed originally by -1> > -0 vs. -a) resulted in the crossin-
dexing of the object in the verbal complex. Macedonian examples are
given in (14):
(14)a. covekot jade
man=ART eat+AOR+3/SG
'The man ate'
On the Greek side, the system of four cases was reduced to three during
the early Byzantine period. The notion of reception which used to be mor-
phologized by the dative in Hellenistic Greek started being expressed by
either the genitive (Southern dialects) or the accusative (Northern and
Asia Minor dialects).
The common denominator of this morphological merger in both Slavic
and Hellenic was the semantic closeness of the notions of possession and
benefit/reception. Ultimately, in both Bulgaro-Macedonian and Greek the
semantic functions of possessor and beneficiary/recipient ended up being
expressed by the same construction/case. The following examples show
the Bulgarian prepositional phrase with na, and the Greek genitive in both
functions:
(15) Possessor
'the house of the old man'
Bulgarian k'Dstata na starik'Dt
house=ART to old=ART
Red pientlBenefidary
'he said to the old man'
mu=rece na starik'Dt
he+DAT= to old=ART
say+AOR+3/SG
tu=geronta
ART+GEN=old+OBL
Greek to=spiti tu=geronta to=ipe
ART=houseART+GEN=old+OBLit=say+AOR
+3/SG
In earlier Hellenistic Greek the distinction between possession and re-
ception was weakened or blurred in contexts where Wackerngel's Law
2Thesuffix -a is used only with anthroponyms (and also with commonmascu-
line nouns). If determined by the article, only one form in -"t functions as
both the subjectand object(d. Mladenov1929:226).
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moved the pronominal clitics into S-2 position as in the following New
Testament (NT) examples in (16) and (17):
(16) sy=mou nipteis tous p6das [John Xill.6]
you=I+GEN wash+2/SG ART+ACC/PL feet+ACC
'You are washing feet (un)to me?'
The Vulgate shows the unambiguous dative form tu mihi lavas pedes.
However, one could claim that Wackemgel's Law lifted the clitic from its
postnominal position ... p6das:=mou 'my feet', as tacitly assumed by the
New English Bible, which translates the above passage 'You, Lord, wash-
ing my feet?'.
Both versions are available in John XI.21 and 32, where Martha said:
(17) Kyne, ei ~ h6de, ouk an apethanen ho adelph6s=mou,
but Mary said: Kyne, ei ~s h6de, ouk an=mou apethanen ho adelph6s.
Strictly speaking, Martha said unambiguously: 'Lord, if you were here,
my brother would not have died', whereas Mary's statement can be
translated either 'the brother would not have died unto me' (with mou ex-
pressing Beneficiary 'unto me'), or 'my brother would not have died'
(assuming that the clitic mou was placed by Wackemagel's Law in S-2
position).
4. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOUTH SLAVONIC PRONOMINAL SYSTEMS
To facilitate our further discussion we will be referring to Chart 1,
which shows the pronominal svstem of Old Church Slavonic.
Chart 1: The Pronominal System of Old Church Slavonic
I you he she we (dual)
NOM aZH ty onH/oni ona ve
OAT mine,mi3 tebe, ti onomu/ onoi /onei, nama,na
onemu,emu ee
Acc/GEN mene, me he ti;i onH /oni,i ono,o naju,na
ego, nji ee
3 Forms following a comma and printed in italics are reduced or clitic forms of
the corresponding full pronominal form. Forms following the slash symbol
(I) are alternative forms.
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ye(dual) we ye they (m) they (f)
NOM va my vy oni ony / one
OAT varna, va nam\l, ny vam\l, vy onemu / onim\l,
emtl / imtl
Acc/GEN vaju, va nasH, ny vaSH, vy ony / one
Unlike in the full forms of the 1st and 2nd PERS, there was no morpho-
logical constrast between DAT and ACC/GEN in dual and plural in the clitic
forms. In the 3rd person plural the contrast in gender was neutralized in
oblique forms, as in ony/one 'them' (M/F). But the contrast between the
full and clitic form was here available (at least in the dative):
onernft/onimt:1: 'to THEM' vs. emt:1:/imt:1:'to them'.
To judge by our written documents, the usage of the clitics was not well
established; in many instances when we expect a clitic form the full form
appears. There are even instances of parallel sentences, one with a full
form and another one with a clitic form; an example from The Our Father
in the Codex Zogrophensis [Matthew vi. 13] is given in (18):
(18) i ne vtlvedi naStl Vii napasm
and not lead+IMP we+ACC into temptation
m:t izbavi ny om nepriezni
but deliver+IMP we+ACC from evil+GEN
'and lead us not into temptation but deliver us from evil'
Another example from the same codex is in (19):
(19) da ne predasm tebe sopin sodii
that not hand+3/SG YOU+ACC enemy judge+OAT
i sooii te predasm sludze i Vii
and judge=you+ACC hand + 3/SG constable+OAT and in
terninico vtlvn:tZem te
jail+ACC put+3/SG=you + ACC
'otherwise the enemy may hand you over to the judge, and the judge
to the constable, and he will put you in jail' [Matthew v. 25; Zogr]
Pronominal clitics expressing the patient and beneficiary/recipient oc-
cur typically in post-verbal position (20),but they may also be placed in 5-2
position by Wackemagel's Law (21).
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Post verbal clities:
(20) i Slitvorj6 vy CkomH lovica
and make+1/SG=ye people+DAT fishermen
'and I will make you fishermen of people' [Matthew iv. 19;Zogr]
5-2 clities:
(21) da i
that=him
ubij6tH
kil1+3/PL
'that they may kill him' [Mark xiv. 55;Mar]
... zrreasete kHdei polagax6
look+IMPF+2/DU where=him lay+IMPF+3/PL
'they (2)were looking where they laid him down'4 [Mark xv. 47; Mar]
Examples in (21) show typical phonological hosts, such as the subordi-
nating conjunction da 'that' and the relative adverb hId? 'where'. More
rarely, however, even the coordinating conjunction i 'and' may host
pronominal elitics, as shown in (22),where the reflective pronoun se is at-
tached to it:
(22) i se lice jego obrazy
and=REFL face his form+ACC/PL
'and his face changed itself'S
izmenjase
change+IMPF+3/SG
[Supr; Auty 1968:79]
4Russian Old Church Slavonic does not possess the clitic i 'him, it'. Contrast
OCSI:
da i obrewt
that him circumcize+3/PL
'that they (may) circumcize him' [Lk 2,21;Mladenov 1929:293)
(ct. Bulgarian da go obreblt)
with Russian OCSI
da obrezut ego
that circumcize+3/PL him
'that they (may) circumcise him' [Mladenov 1929:293)
SThis usage survived in Modern Bulgarian dialects, but not in Macedonian.
Mladenov (1929: 293) compares OCSI John 11, 28:
uotel'b se estD i zovet" te
teacher here is and calls you
'the teacher is here and calls you'
with Modern Bulgarian
uotel'''t e tt1k i te vika
teacher=ART is here and you calls
[J 11, 28)
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Further research into the matters of synenclisis involving the forms of
the auxiliary (1H-participle plus verb 'to be'), and various particles and
conjunctions (such as the interrogative particle Ii; conjunction/particle i.e
'and; but') is a desideratum. Broadly speaking the pronominal clitics are
placed before the auxiliary, as shown in (23)and (24):
(23) a malo mi jesi dalt:t
and a little I+DAT are give+Pp
'and you gave me a little'
(24) togda bo gospod'i
and then for lord
'And for then the Lord sent me'
[5upr; Auty 1968:78]
me be post:tlalt:t
I+ACC was send+PP
[Supr;Auty 1968:80]
Modem Bulgarian preserved the sequence W=PRO=AUX; thus, (24) would
be translated:
(25) gosp6d me be
lord me be+AOR+3/SG
'the Lord sent me'
prahl
send+PP
[Mladenov 1929:293]
Modern Macedonian, however, places the pronominal clitics after the
auxiliary in the block of proclitics AUX=PRO=V:
(26) jas sum go pr6dal
I be+1/SG him/it sell+PP
'I have sold him/it' [Groen 1977:212]
The interrogative particle Ii is placed in 5-2 position by Wackemagel's Law
(27); similarly, the conjunction/particle ie 'and; but' (which translates the
Greek particle dE) is placed in 5-2 position and the pronominal clitics fol-
low, as shown in (27):
(27) ne bext:t Ii ti reklt:t
not was+AOR+1/SG =Q =you say+pp
'Didn't I tell you?' / 'Hadn't I told you?' [5upr; Auty 1968:79]
De Bray (1980:130)exemplifies i 'and' and no 'but', as hosting clitics:
Obitaj rodinata si i i slufi vjarno
'Love your country and serve it faithfully'
Diren e i u tjax, no go ne namerili
He wassought(I.e., theylookedforhim) in theirhome,wttheydidnot findhim:
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(28) iegda ze i postavise patriarxa ...
when=and=hirn appoint+AOR+3/PL patriarch+ACC
'And when they appointed him patriarch' [Supr; Auty 1968:79]
blaienyi ze to slysavH uboia se
blessed=and=it hear+PART /PERF be-frightened+AOR+3/Sg REFL
'Having heard it, the blessed was frightened' [Supr; Auty 1968:80]
And finally, there are rare instances which anticipate the later Bulgaro-
Macedonian crossindexing of objects by pronominal clitics in the verbal
complex:
(29) i
and
edinH
one
iunosa eterH
youth one
po
after
nemi ide ... i iese i iunose
he+LOC gO+AOR+3/SP and grab+AOR+3/pL=hirn youth+ACC
'and onE:",'''uth went after him ... and they grabbed him'[Mark xiv. 51;Mar]
(literally 'and they grabbed=him the youth')
Here we may speculate that the translator was influenced by spoken
Macedonian, since i iese=i should suffice in literary style (the Greek origi-
nal has only kal kratousin aut6n 'and they grab him', i.e., not "'kal kra-
tousin autan ton neanian).
Chart 2: Pronominal System of Modem Macedonian [ DeBray 1980: 1984 ]
I you he she we ye they
NOM jas ti toj taa nie vie tie
OAT rnene,mi tebe, ti nemu,mu nejze, i nam,ni varn, vi nim,im
ACCIGf.'. rnene,me tebe, te nego, go nea,ja nas, ne vas, ve niv, ji
The pronominal system of modem Macedonian is displayed in Chart 2.
Innovations introduced by Macedonian (W\";'\~.:'ndialects) vis-a-vis the
Old Church Slavonic system (Chart 1) mayb:. ,.,'.ibed as follows:
(i) The OCSI distinction of DAT vs. ACC in (' ;;mgular (1st and 2nd per-
son, i.e., participants in discourse) was gHen up in favour of a single
oblique full form, which continues the old accusative (mene, tebe).
(ii) In the singular clitic forms the OeSI distinction of DAT vs. ACC is
continued (mi vs. me, ti vs. te); in th•.' plural Macedonian (but not
Bulgarian) introduced new forms m.- '\ing the singular ones (ni vs.
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ne, vi vs. ve); and the distinction of gender (OCSI oni 'they' (M) vs.
ony (F)) was given up in favour of unmarked tie 'they'.
Non-standard dialects introduced even more far-reaching innovations.
The dialect of Dihovo (a western dialect spoken in a village lying about 8
kms to the west of Bitola, described by Groen 1977) gave up the OCSI dis-
tinction of DATvs. ACC in all persons in both numbers; in the plural both
full forms (DAT-i111dACC) are available but either of them can be used to
express either the beneficiary or the patient. In addition, the distinction of
gender and number on the ctitic forms expressing the recipient/beneficiary
was lost (Dihovo mu 'to him/her/them' vs. Standard Macedonian mu 'to
him', i 'to her', im 'to them'. The Dihovo system is presented in Chart 3.
Chart 3: Non-standard Macedonian Pronominal System
(dialect of Dihovo) [Groen 1977]
I you he she we ye they
NOM jas (ka) ti toj tMj)a nie vie tie
OAT mene, tebe, nego/ toj, neze/ taja, nasi nam, vas/ vam, nim(i),
mi ti mu mu ni vi mu
Acci mene, tebe, nego/ toj, neze/ taja, nasi nam, vas/ vam, tie,
GEN me te go je ne ve j
Some examples of Standard and Dihovo usage are given in (30):
(30)a.toj mene me vide (Both Standard & Dihovo)
he me+OBL me+ACC see+AOR+3/SG
'he saw me'
b. toj nas
he we+ACC
'he saw us'
toj nas/nam
he we+OBL
'he saw us'
ne vide
we+ACC see+AOR+3/SG
ne vide
we+ACC see+AOR+3/SG
(Standard)
(Dihovo)
c. toj nam ni
he we+DAT we+DAT
'he gave it to us'
toj nam/nas ni
he we+OBL we+DAT
'he gave it to us'
go dade (Standard)
it+ACC give+AOR+3/SG
go dade (Dihovo)
it+ACC give+AOR+3/SG
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SUBJECT
(Direct)
jas
Macedonian personal pronouns are the only class of words which dis-
tinguish case. They have special forms when they have a subject function
(direct form), and other object (oblique) forms to express functions of the
beneficiary /recipient and the goal/patient (in terms of morphology, the
dative and the accusative case). The object (oblique) forms distinguish full
and clitic forms; the full forms do not distinguish between the dative and
accusative (with the difference bewtween standard and non-standard
speech as described above) and they have to be used together with the clitic
forms which possess this contrast (except when they occur after preposi-
tion):
-----~----
OBJECT
(Oblique)
------------
FULL CLITIC
mene ------------
DATIVE ACCUSATIVE
mi me
The ~:_minal beneficiary/recipient (=indirect object) is marked by the
preposition na 'to' and crossindexed by the clitic form in the verbal com-
plex:
(31) mu go daof na brat mi (Dihovo)
he+DAT=it+ACC=gave+l/SG to brother=I+DAT
'I gave it to my brother'
It should be observed that objective clitics mu (he+DAT) and go (it+ACC)
are proditics whereas the possessive mi (I+DAT) is an enclitic:
mu=go=drioj na=brat=mi.
The pronominal beneficiary/recipient may be marked by the same
preposition na (na toj 'to him', na taja 'to her') or expressed by the oblique
form (nego 'him', neze 'her'); in either case, it has to be crossindexed by the
clitic mu which is marked for case (Dative) but not for gender (in Dihovo).
The nominal categories of number, gender and case are thus divided be-
tween full and clitic forms in that the former ones are marked overtly for
number and gender, and the latter ones for number and case.
Examples in (32) show the male recipient (case indicated by m u
3/SG+DAT, and gender indicaterl by the oblique form with or without
preposItion na toj/nego) and tll: 1 (33) the female recipient (case indi-
cated by mu 3/SG+DAT, andgi.,: ..._t by the oblique form with or without
preposition na taja/neze).
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(32) Pronominal male recipient:
a. mu go daof
3/Sg+DAT it+ACC gave+l/SG
'I gave it to him'
na toj
to he+D1R
(Dihovo)
b. mu go daof nego
3/SG+DAT it+ACC gave+l/SG he+OBL
'I gave it to him'
(33) Pronominal female recipient:
daof neze
gave+l/Sg she+OBL
a. mu go
3/Sg+DAT iHACC
'I gave it to her'
b. mu go
3/Sg+DAT it+ACC
'I gave it to her'
daof
gave+l/SG
na taja
to she+D1R
(Dihovo)
(Dihovo)otvorete je vrata ta
open+2/pL=her door=ART
'open the door'
otko imame kola ...
since have+l/PL car
'since we have had a car, ... '
In (32)a. and (33)a. the recipient is marked by the clitic form mu, without
the distinction of gender, and crossindexed by the prepositional phrase na
toj (M) vs. na ttija (F), with the distinction of gender; in (32) b. and (33) b., as
above, the recipient is marked by the clitic form mu, and crossindexed by
the oblique form nego (M) vs. neze (F), with the distinction of gender.
The nominal patient (direct object) is not marked by any preposition but
then it has to be crossindexed - if it is definite - by the pronominal clitic (go
'him', je 'her', i 'them') in the verbal complex; examples are provided in
(34):
(34)
go gledam coekot
him=watch+l/SG man=ART
'I am watching the man'
gledam coek nadvor
watch+l/SG man outside
'I am watching a man outside'
The pronominal patient is definite and has to be crossindexed by the
pronominal clitic, as shown in (30). The sequence: OBL CL V (oblique form-
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clitic form - verb) is the marked one, Le., if the patient or recipient are as-
signed the pragmatic function of focus (in the sense of Functional
Grammar, cf. Dik 1989: 277-88) the oblique form is placed in preverbal
position, as was shown in (30) (partially reproduced below). The unmarked
counterparts are listed in (35):
(30)a.toj mene me vide
he I+OBL I+ACC=see+AOR+3/SG
'he saw ME'
c. toj nam ni
he we+OAT we+OAT
'he gave it to US'
(35):1.. toj me vide
he I+ACC=see+AOR+3/SG
'he saw me'
go dade
it+ACC give+AoR+3/SG
mene
I+OBL
toj ni
he we+OAT
'He gave it to us'
go dade
it+ACC give+AoR+3/SG
nam
we+OAT
5. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE GREEK PRONOMINAL SYSTEM
The Ancient Greek pronominal system is shown in Chart 4 and its Late
Medieval/Early Modem C!' -~:.descendant in Chart 5. The latter system -
represented e.g. by Erotok, '."(17th c.) - is essentially identical with that
of Moc"'" Greek.
Chart 4: The Pronominal System of Ancient Greek
I you
NOM egO sy
GEN ernou,rnou sou, sou
OAT emoi,moi soi, soi
ACC erne, me se,se
he
autou
aUt6i
aut6n
she
au~s
au~
auren
we (dual)
no
roin
roin
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ye (dual) we ye they (m) they (£)
NOM sphS hemeis hymeis
GEN sphSin hell'l6n hym5n aUt6n
DAT sphSin hemin hymIn autois autais
ACC sphS he~s h~s autous autis
Chart 5:The Pronominal System of Early Modem Greek
I you he she we ye they (M) they (F)
NOM ego esi aftos aft! ems sis
GEN eme(na)/ ese(na)/ tone, tine, emas/ esas, tose, ?
mena,mu sena, su (n)tu (n)tis, rnase, sase, (n)tos
tsi mas sas
ACC eme(na)/ ese(na)/ tone, tine, emas/ esas, tose, ?
mena, me sena,se ton tin rnase, sase,
(n)tosmas sas
As a result of several phonological changes which took place during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods (loss of length, unrounding of [yl > [il, and
raising of the front mid e >i) the Early Medieval system lost a number of
morphological contrasts. In the second person singular, the contrast be-
tween the nominative (sj> sf) and the dative (SOl> sf> sf) was lost; in the
plural the contrast between all the forms of the 1st person vs. those of the
2nd person was lost (the resulting forms would sound as follows: "imls,
"im6n, "imln, "imas). There were no clitic forms in the plural sub-
paradigm, and in the singular only the 1st person displayed opposition
between the full (emu, em€) and the clitic form (mu, me).
Without going into intermediate medieval systems, we want to make
some general typological observations from the point of view of one of the
Early Modem Greek descendants (Erotokritos, 17th c.). Most notably, the
above mentioned contrast full-elitic form in the 1st SG (eme vs. me) sup-
plied a model for all the other persons: 2nd SG ese vs. se, 1st PL emas vs.
mas, 2nd PL esas vs. sas. The affix e could be added also at the end of clitic
forms to create new full forms: t6ne vs. ton, mase vs. mas, sase vs. sas, and
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tose vs. tOS.In the 1st and 2nd person these forms are not found in Modem
Greek which possesses only one oblique form in the plural:
Early Modem Greek Modern Greek
'we' 'we'
Direct emis emis
Oblique Full emas - mase emas
Clitic mas mas
In t'" 3rd person the full forms with -e (tone, tine, tose) are found today
only as 'Variants of the clitic forms (tali, tin); they were replaced by the ac-
cusative forms of the demonstrative pronoun aftos (afton, aftin, aftus,
afUs). The contemporary forms tone and tine could be a recreation of
Modern Greek and need not continue the earlier full forms tone and tine.6
In the full forms the Ancient Greek distinction of the genitive vs. ac-
cusative was given up in favour of a single oblique form which continues
the old accusative (AGr eme > EMnGr eme(na) - mena, AGr hemis >
EMnGr emas).
However, as in Bulgaro-Macedonian, the clitic forms preserve the
morphological contrast between the genitive vs. accusative (dative vs. ac-
cusative in Bulgaro-Macedonian), w'1ich is crucial for the grammatical-
ization of t}:lef'::"nantic functions of ne possessor, beneficiary/recipient
and patient. Ur Bulgaro-Macedonian, Greek possesses only one plural
clitic form in 1st and 2nd Person (emas vs. mas, esas vs sas). The
Modern Greek (age system is thus somewhat anomalous in displaying
more nominal (NOM, GEN, ACC) th3.,~pronominal (fi.J\l\ forms (NOM and
OBUQUE); languc.::'~ typically dispL, 't)e opposite ratio (e.g., English), or,
they preserve ca 'stinctions with pronouns while they lose them with
nouns (e.g. Bulg n1acedonian).
The nominal h~leficiary /recipient (=indirect object) may be marked by
the preposition s(e) 'to' (cf. Bulgaro-Macedonian preposition na 'to').:
(36) dino to=vivlio sto=Jani
give+lSG ART=book to+ART=John
'I (am) giv(ing) •.. "t,'ok to John'
6 We owe this observation to Brian Joseph (personal communication).
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If the pragmatic function of taiF (called more commonly right dislo-
cand) is assigned to this constituent, it has to be crossindexed by the
pronominal clitic in the verbal complex (proclitic if the verb is finite):
(37) tu=to=dino to=vivlio, sto=Jani
him=it=give+l/SG ART=book, to+ART=John
'1 (am) giv(ing) the book to him, to JOHN'
s=esena
to=you+OBL
oxi
not
(s)emena
(to)=I+OBL
It should be observed that in (37) the recipient is outside the nuclear
predication (Oil<1989:183f£.).Prosodically, the tail constituent is separated
from the nuclear predication by the intonation (expressed orthographically
by the comma) which is not present in (36)where the recipient is inside the
nuclear predication.
Similarly, the pronominal recipient - if assigned the function of tail -
will appear after the intonation break:
(38) aftos mu=to=edose,
he I+GEN=it=give+AOR+3/SG,
'He gave it to ME'
The preposition se is obligatory in cases of double contrastive focus, as
shown in (39):
(39) s=emena edose to=vivlio
to+I+OBL give+AOR+3/SG ART=book
'He gave the book to ME, not to yOU'
The oblique full form may also appear in the position of theme, or,
functionally speaking, the beneficiary or patient may be assigned the func-
tion of theme,8 as shown in (40):
(40)1. emena 6a=mu=filisis to=xeri
I+OBL FUT=I+GEN=kiss+FUT+2/SG ART=hand
'To me you will kiss the hand?' - 'Will you kiss the hand to me?'
[Kazantzakis, 0 Xrist6s ksanastavr6nete]
b. emena afiste=me
I+OBL let+AOR+IMP/pL=I+ACC
'(As far as I am concerned), let me go!'
7 In Functional Grammar (Dil<1989: 135, Siewierska 1991: 150) 'the Tail is char-
acterized as an 'after-thought' to the predication, i.e., as information meant to
clarify or modify some constituent in the predication'.
8In Functional Grammar (Dil<1978:130,Siewierska 1991:150) 'the Theme is de-
fined as specifying the universe of discourse with respect to which the subse-
quent predication is presented as relevant'.
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Early Modem Greek examples of coreferential theme and tail constituents
(from Erotokritos, 17th c.) are given in (41):
(41)1.. na=mu=ta=pis emena
that=I+GEN=those=say+AoR+2/Sg I+OBL
'That you (may) tell those to me'
b. Ke=xano=se k=esena
and=lose+I/SG=yOU+ACC and=you+OBL
'And I (will) lose you'
c. rna eme=pote de=mu=rese
but I+OBL=ever not=I+GEN=please+AoR+3/SG
'But (as far as I am concerned) it never pleased me'
marameni
withering
mia=funda
one=flower
The use of the coreferential theme and tail constituents is common in
Modem Colloquial Greek, especially in dialects. (42) is an example from
the Northern (Maced •. m) variety:
(42)1.. ki=sena i=mtra s=eduki
and=you+OBL ART=fate you+ACC=
give+AOR+3/SG
'And as far as you are concerned, the fate gave you a withering flow-
er' [Adamopoulos 1988:39]
6. MACEDONIAN PRONOMINAL CLIneS AS 'BOUND' MORPHEMES
Currently, the synchronic status of Modem Greek and.Macedonian cli-
ties is a matter of controversy. Spencer (1991: 358 ff.) argues that the clitic
doubling phenomenon in Macedonian is similar to object agreement in a
language like Chukchee. Similar clitic doubling constructions are also
known from Hebrew and Latin-American Spanish (the type lo=vimos a
Juan 'We saw Juan'). According to Spencer (1991: 362), the Greek clitic sys-
tem also bears much resemblance to that of Macedonian, but he did not
elaborate on this point.
Prinz (1991) went into detail and suggested that pronominal ditics of
Modem Greek are bound morphemes affixed syntactically to the hosting
lexical item. One of his arguments for the affix status of Modem Greek
object clitics (p. 170-184) draws on the parallel working of the three-sylla-
ble rule. As :'" well-known, this rule moves the accent in inflected forms if
an extra syliable is added, e.g., 6noma 'name' -> on6matos (Gen), and
seemingly also in the dill': group, e.g., kane=to 'do it!' -> kane mu=to 'do it
for me!'. However, thE:'r'lrallel is incomplete since one would expect
"kane=mu=to by the thre,. :- ;lable rule. Also, it is not dear to us in which
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sense the elision of the stressed vowel of the phonological host after the
special clitic (e.g., ta=exo > tti=xo 'I have them') proves the affix status of
Modern Greek special clitics. It is true that the accent in Greek finite forms
is assigned by the three-syllable rule, e.g., the active imperfect edina (lSG),
ediname (lPL) 'dress', but there are also affixes which are accented inher-
ently (i.e., the finite forms in which they occur cannot be said to be accented
by the three-syllable rule), e.g., the mediopassive imperfect edinomun
(l/SG) or the passive future Oa dUM. On the Macedonian side, however,
the three-syllable stress rule treats as a word any content word together
with its enclitics, e.g. zenata wife=ART 'the wife', zentita=ti
wife=ART=you+DAT 'your wife', dtijte=mi 'give me!', dajt€=mi=go 'give
me W'.
But more importantly, as shown above (section 4), the special clitics of
Greek do not exclude the full NPs, or, put differently, they do not obliga-
torily crossindex the recipient/beneficiary and the patient. In this respect,
they are different from the special clitics of Macedonian which are obliga-
tory with definite object NPs (including full forms of pronouns).
To argue more convincingly for this point, let us re-examine the Greek
examples in (36) and (37), summarized in (43), and their Macedonian
equivalents in (44):
(i) gives the nuclear predication without erossindexing the recipi-
ent and patient;
(ii) crossindexes the recipient;
(iii) crossindexes the patient;
(iv) erossindexes both the recipient and the patient.
In Greek (43) single and double erossindexing (ii-iv) is available but it is
not obligatory. (ii) or (iv) (erossindexing the recipient) is used when the re-
cipient is assigned the pragmatic function of tail in which case there must
be an intonation break between the sentence and this constituent. As
shown in (iii) and (iv), the patient may be erossindexed only if it is definite.9
On the other hand, the Macedonian counterparts in (44) reveal that:
9 Indefinite patients may be cross-indexed in Modern Greek and Albanian if
they are specified (d. Kazazis and Pentheroudakis 1976);in functional termi-
nology, if they are thematic or contrastive: e.g. 'speaking of a sweater' or 'as for
a sweater' su to pIeko rna pul6ver, lit. you it knit+1/SG one sweater 'I'll knit
you one'). For Macedonian, our informant, Ms. Zaklina Beleva (*1964 in
Bitola), refused the cross-indexing of indefinite patients in the above contexts
as ungrammatical (*ke ti go ispletam eden). This matter should be further in-
vestigated (we are grateful to Brian Joseph for drawing our attention to it).
sto=Jani
sto=Jani
sto=Jani
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vivlio
vivlio,
vivlio,tu=dino {e~aJ
to=dino to
"to=dino ena
without the recipient and the patient crossindexed the sentence
is ungrammatical;
unlike' in Greek - the definite patient has to be crossindexed by
the clitic;
it is not enough to crossindex the definite patient if the recipi-
ent is expressed in the sentence.
dino {e~;:;1 vivlio sto=Jani
92
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(43) (i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(44) (i)
(ii)
(iii)
tu=to=dino to
"tu=to=dino ena
.•.•d' { knigata} na=lvanaavam edna kniga
.•.•mu=davam knigata na=lvana
mu=davam edna kniga na=lvana
"ja=davam knigata na=lvana
.•.•ja=davam edna kniga na=lvana
(iv) mu=ja=davam knigata na=lvana
"mu=ja=davam edna kniga na=lvanalO
As shown above in (34), in Macedonian the patient is crossindexed only
if it is definite. The beneficiary/recipient, however, has to be crossindexed
no matter whether it is definite or indefinite:
(45)a. i=davam na=zenata
she+DAT=give+1/SG to=woman=ART
'1give fit] to the woman'
lOWe are grateful to Ms. Zaklina Beleva for judging the degree of
grammaticality of sentences in (44). A double asterisk (.•.•) indicates a totally
unacceptable construction, a single asterisk (.•) an unacceptable one. With
ditransitive verbs, such as 'give' m't to cross-index at least one oi .""
beneficiary or the definite patient is totaliy unacceptable. It is less seriou;:.
unacceptable - not to cross-index the beneficiary than the patient (if the 0:",':,
participant is cross-indexed).
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b. i=davam na(=edna) zena
she+DAT=give+l/SG to(=one) woman
'I give [it] to a woman'
Some dialects of Macedonian may crossindex even the indefinite pa-
tient provided it is animate:
(46) kaa=se gore, da go=gledas eden co'ek umren
get=REFL upstairs that he+ACC=see+2/SG one man dead
'Climb upstairs that you may see a dead man' [Sandfeld 1930:193]
The data in (45) and (46) indicate that the determining factor for the
crossindexing of objects in Macedonian is animacy rather than definite-
ness.
7. THE TYPOLOGY OF BALKAN PRONOMINAL SYSTEMS
In this section we want to alert the reader to the fact that all the other
languages of the Balkan sprachbund use the same strategy of crossindex-
ing of the beneficiary and patient by the pronominal clitics. (Limitations of
space will not allow us to comment on the situation in Rumanian).
The Albanian system resembles that of Macedonian. Its clitics behave
like 'affixes' in that they are obligatory, and their coreferential beneficiary
and patient are not separated from the sentence by an intonation break.
Appropriate examples are given in (47):
(47)1. Djali mori librin e ia dha se motres
boy took book+ACC and s/he+DAT gave PRT sister+DAT
=s/he+ACC
The boy took the book and gave it to his sister' [Camaj 1984:265]
b. Ep-ia djalit buken
give=s/he+DAT=s/he+ACC boy+DAT bread+ACC
'Give the boy the bread!' [Camaj 1984:265]
The whole system of full and clitic forms is displayed in Chart 6.
In the plural subparadigm the Albanian pronominal system grammati-
calizes the distinction between recipient / beneficiary vs. patient by full
forms (neve DAT vs. ne ACC) whereas Macedonian does it by clitic forms
(ni DAT vs. ne ACC). In the singular subparadigm (the 1st and 2nd Person)
there is only one oblique full vs. clitic form, respectively (mue/a vs. me) as
in the Greek plural subparadigm. In the 3rd person the morphological
contrast between the dative and accusative is observed in both full and
clitic forms.
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One of the interesting features of the Albanian system is the existence of
contracted forms of the sequences of pronominal clitics expressing the
beneficiary /recipient and patient. For instance, ia in (47) consists of i
'him/her' (Dat) and e 'him/her' (Ace).
Chart 6: The Albanian pronominal system
I you he she
NOM une Ii ai ai6
OAT mue/ a, me ty, te (a)tij, i (a)saj, i
ACC mue/ a, me ty, te (a)n:!,e (a)n:!,e
we you they (M) they (F)
NOM na/ e iu ata at6
OAT neve,na juve, ju (a)tyn/re, u (a)tyn/re, u
ACC ne,na ju,ju (a)ta, i (a)to, i
The contracted sequences of the beneficiary /recipient and patient (in the
3rd person) are shown in Chart 7.
Chart 7: Pronominal beneficiary/recipient and patient in Albanianll
Beneficiary/ Patient Underlying Contracted
Recipieni Form Form
1 3 me=e rna
2 3 te = e ta
3 3 i=e ia
11 3 na=e na e
22 3 ju=e jua
33 3 u=e ua
1 33 me=i mi
2- 33 te = i ti
;, 33 i=i ia
11 33 na =i na i
22 33 ju = i jua
33 33 u=i ua
The system neutralizes the distinction in number of the patient (3rd per-
son) after the beneficiary/recipient (in the 3rd person, and the 2nd Pf." on
11ln the chart, 1 denotes l/SG, 11 denotes 1/PL,2 denotes 2/SG, etc.
----------------~~~~~~~~---_._ .._--_ .._------
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plural), i.e., ia is both 'him -it/them', ua 'them - it/them', and jua 'to ye
-it/them'. The number distinction of the patient is shown on the coreferen-
tial noun, as shown in (48):
(48) ia 'him - it' « i + e) 'he gave him the book'
ia dha librin
3/SG=3 gave book+ACC
ia 'him - them' « i + i) 'he gave him the books'
ia dha librat
3/SG=3 gave books
Put differently, the number contrast with the beneficiary /recipient (ia
'him -it/ them' vs. ua 'them - it/them') is more important than the contrast
with the patient. The former contrast is double-marked, the latter only
single-marked.
On the other hand, as shown above in Chart 3, the Macedonian dialect
of Dihovo neutralizes the distinction in number of the beneficiary /recipient
in the 3rd PERS of clitic forms. The full pronominal form or the nominal
form, of course, disambiguates the sequence mu=go as either 'him it' or
'them it'; this is shown in (49):
(49) Rec=Pat Rec Rec=Pat Rec
mu=go nego/na toj mu=go ... nfm(i)matie
him=it. .. to him him=it. .. to them
3=3 3 3=3 33
mu=i nego/na toj mu=i nfm(i)matie
him=them to him him=them to them
3=33 3 3=33 33
Unlike the nonstandard Macedonian dialect of Dihovo, the Albanian,
Standard Macedonian and Bulgarian systems possess more full than the
clitic forms in the plural subparadigm. In semantic terms, Albanian and
Bulgaro-Macedonian grammaticalize the distinction between the benefi-
ciary/recipient vs. the patient by means of the full forms whereas non-
Standard Macedonian does it by clitic forms. In Bulgarian, both the nomi-
nal and pronominal beneficiary/recipient is marked by the preposition na
'to' (na stariht 'to the old man', na nas 'to us'); the archaic (OCSI) full
pronominal form nam 'to us' survives in some dialects (Mladenov 1929:
240);and the clitic form ni is used in both functions of beneficiary / recipient
and patient '(to) us'. It is the other way round in non-Standard
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Macedonian: the old full forms nam and nas are used indiscriminately for
both the beneficiary Irecipient and patient, and the distinction is expressed
by the clitic form ni (OAT)vs. ne (ACC)in the plural subparadigms. Chart 8
captures this important difference.
Chart 8:
Marking for participants in discourse (in plural)
in Bulgarian and Macedonian.
Bulgarian
'we' Full form
NOM nie
OAT na nas
nam
--- - (archaic)AC" nas
~_.
NOM vie
OAT na vas
vam
(archaic)
ACC vas
Clitic
ni
ni
vi
vi
Standard Non-standard
Macedonian Macedonian
Full form Clitic Full form Clitic
me vie
nam ni naml nas ni
nas ne nam/nas ne
vie vie
vam vi vaml vas vi
vas ve vaml vas ve
Relevant examples are given in (50):
(50) toj nas vide 'He saw us' (Bulgarian)
toj na nas go dade 'He gave it to us'
toj nas ne vide 'He saw us' (Standard Macedonian)
toj nam ni go dade 'He gave it to us'
toj nam/nas ne vide 'He saw us' (Dihovo)
toj nam/nas ni go dade'He gave it to us'
8. CONVERGENCEIN THEDEVELOPMENTOFTIlE PRONOMINAL' ':TEMS
OFMACEDONIANANDGREEK
At this point we may try to establish the causal nexus between the loss
of synthetic (morphological) case and the emergence of crossindexing
(double-marking) of the recipient I beneficiary and patient by means of the
pronominal c1itics. On the South-Slavonic side, we may start at the stage
of synthetic case represented by OCSI viido syn+a 'I see the ~.on' and da-
doxf:l go syn+ovilu 'I gave it to the son' (the patient is marked by the suf-
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fix-Q and the recipient by the suffix -ovi/u). After the formation of the def-
inite article, early Middle Bulgarian descendants of these two construc-
tions can be reconstructed as shown in (51):
(51) gledam
dadox
sin+a=togo
go sin+u=tomu
'I see the son'
'I gave it to the son'
During the Early New Bulgarian period (as represented by the so-called
Damaskins) both forms sinutomu (double-marked for dative) and sino-
tomu (only tomu is marked for dative) are documented (d. Mladenov 1929:
248, and StOlting 1970: 184-7 for actually documented examples such as
gospodarutomu 'to the housekeeper' vs. angelotomu 'to the angel'). In our
survey of the the literature, the form "sinotogo is not documented,
whereas the double-marked sinatogo is common. To assign the pragmatic
function of focus to the patient or recipient the strategy of crossindexing
(double-marking) by the pronominal clitics was developed. The same ef-
fect, of course, could be achieved by intonation:
(52) gledam=go (go=gledam) sina=togo '1 see the SON
(Le.,not someone else)'
dadox=mu=go (mu=go=dadox) sinu=tomu '1give it to the SON
(Le.,not to someone else)'
In subsequent development, the case marking on the postpositive article
(=demonstrative pronoun) was lost and we reach the modem Bulgarian
(53) and Macedonian (54)stage:
(53) gledam=go sina '1 see the SON' (Bulgarian)
dadox=mu=go na=sina 'I gave it to the SON'
(54) go=gledam sinot 'I see the son' (Macedonian)
mu=go=dadov na=sinot 1gave it to the son'
There are two important differences in the outcome of this historical
process. In Macedonian - but not in Bulgarian - the strategy of crossin-
dexing the focal patient and the recipient / beneficiary was demarked. The
Bulgarian equivalents of the Macedonian sentences do not display the
coreferential pronominal clitics:
(55) gledam sina 'I see the son' (Bulgarian)
dadox=go na sina 1gave it to the son'
The other difference concerns the direction of clisis. In Bulgarian the
clitics are attached to the finite verb forms by Wackemagel's Law in S-2
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position as enclitics, whereas in Macedonian the clitics are attached to the
finite verb form as proclitics (with the exception of the imperative).
Modem Greek went as far as Middle Bulgarian before the loss of case
marking on the definite articles; with the exception of the article being
postpositive in Bulgaro-Macedonian but prepositive in Greek, the sen-
tences in (52) have exact parallels in Early Modem Greek texts:
(56) vll~po=ton (ton=vlepo) ton=j6(n)
see+1/SG=him (him=see+1/SG) ART=son
'I see the son'
proclisis
proclisis
enclisis
proclisis
proclisis
enclisis
ston=j6(n)
to=ART=son
(tu=to=edosa)
(you=it=gave+ l/SG)
vs.
edosa=tu=to
gave+ l/SG=you=it
'I gave it to the son'
That is, the article is marked for case (ton=ACC,ston=DAT) while the
noun does not have to be marked by -n for the oblique case (ACCor DAT);
d. Bulgaro-Macedonian after the loss of case marking on nouns: da-
dox=mu=go sinotomu (earlier sinutomu). In its later development Modem
Greek concurred with Macedonian in favoring the strategy of proclisis
with finite verb forms12 (but enclisis is used widely in non-standard epi-
chark dialects), d. Greek and Macedonian vs. Bulgarian:
(571 ton=vlep0, ton=j6 (Greek)
go=gledam sinot (Macedonian)
gledam=go, sina (Bulgarian)
tu=to=edosa, ston=j6 (Greek)
mu=go=dadov na=smot (Macedonian)
dadox~mu=go, na=sma (Bulgarian)
wever, as indicated by the comma, only Macedonian went as far as
dernarking the above constructions <l:ndreducing thus the pronominal cli-
tics to affixes •..•.hose function maY'Je said to indicate object agreement
with the patier, .:cipient/ beneficiary.
One of the 1••::rhdrkablefeatures of Macedonian vis-a.-vis Bulgarian is
the stability of the ctitic block REC=PAT,e.g., mu=go which appears imme-
diately before the finite verb forms as one would expect from bound mor-
phemes (=prefixes). This holds true both for negative and interrogative
sentences. On the other hand, in Bulgarian if the main verb is in the past
12As far as we can tell, the ,.L'servation that the divergence between
Macedonian and other Slavic ..,,:cguages is due to Greek influence was first
made by Joseph (1983:239).
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participle the auxiliary may precede or follow the block of elitics, while the
interrogative particle Ii separates them from the main verb
(PP=li=Aux=mu=go or pp=li=mu=go=AUX); in Macedonian, the auxiliary
is placed at the beginning of the block of proclitics - with the pronominal
clitics attached immediately to the verb - while the interrogative particle Ii
is placed by Wackemagel's Law after the main verb (Aux=mu=go=pp=li).
In Bulgarian, the negative particle may host the clitic block mu=go
(attached by Wackemagel's Law) with the interrogative particle Ii at-
tached to the main verb or intervening between the clitics
(NEG=mu=Q=go); or, the negative particle may host the auxiliary and the
interrogative particle (NEG=AUX=Q)with the clitic block mu=go attached
to the past participle (mu=go=PP). On the other hand, the only option of
Macedonian is to place the auxiliary before and the interrogative particle
after the block of pronominal proclitics plus the finite verb form:
Aux=(mu=go=PP)=Q. The following data exemplify all the above options:
Ne=mu=g6=dal=li? 'Didn't he give it to him?'
Ne=si=mu=g6=dal=li? 'Didn't}Oligjveitto him?'
(58) Bulgarian
Dal=li=mu=go=e?
ii Dal=li=si=mu=go?
"Dal~li=mu=go=si?
iii Ne=mu=go.dal=li
Ne=mu=li=go=e dal?
iv Ne=si=li mu=go=dal?
Macedonian
Mu=go=dal=li ?
Si=mu=go=daI=li?
Gloss
'Did he give it to him?'
'Did you give it to him?'
The Macedonian state of affairs may be described insightfulIy by
assuming the existence of the block of pronominal proclitics (mu=go) plus
the finite verb form (past participle in 50 (i-iv)). The negative particle ne
and the finitizing auxiliary are added as proclitics to this block, while the
interrogative particle Ii is attached by Wackemagel's Law as an enclitic to
this block. Summarily: NEG=AUx=(mu=go=PP)=Q. The interrgative
particle may also be cliticized to the negative particle (e.g. ne=li
mi=ja=d6nese knigata 'Didn't he bring the book to me?') or to the auxiliary
(ne=bev=li ti=ja=d6nel knigata 'Hadn't he bring the book to you?'), d.
Kubes (1988: 288). In either case the block of pronominal proclitics appears
immediately before the finite verb form or PP.
The Bulgarian state of affairs is more complicated as a consequence of
its free accent and a larger scope of the application of Wackemagel's Law.
As 58 (i) and (ii) show, the past participle may host not only the sentential
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interrogative particle Ii but also the auxiliary and the block of pronominal
clitics mu=go; and the order auxiliary and the block of pronominal clitics
appears to be interchangable: PP=Q=AUx=(mu=go) or PP=Q=(mu=go)
=AUX13.
If the predicate is negated, the negative particle may host the block of
pronominal clitics mu=go with the interrogative particle attached to the
main verb or intervening between the elitics; (iii) or, the negative particle
may host the auxiliary with the interrogative particle attached by
Wackernagel's Law and the block of pronominal clitics appearing before
the past participle, (iv). In other words, the block of pronominal clitics in
Bulgarian is not so clo" ''I knit as in Macedonian since the interrogative
particle may intervene oetween the dative and the accusative clitic:
NEG=mu=go - NEG=mu=Q=go.
\,;iven the internal word-like stability of the block mu=go=PP in
Mrtcedonian - unlike in Bulgarian the block of clitics mu=go is never inter-
rupted by the interrogative particle (cf. iii and iv), and it cannot be sepa-
rated from its PP by this particle (cf. i and ii) and the auxiliary (cf. ii and iv)
- it might be argued that the morpheme boundary + would capture more
adequately the affix-like status of mu and go: #mu+go+dal#.
9. CONCLUSIONS
As argued in section 6, the Macedonian special clitics stand a better
chance to qualify for the status of 'bound' morphemes than those of
Modem Greek; in section 8 it was demonstrated that for different reasons
the Macedonian clitics are better candidates for the status of 'bound' mor-
phemes than those of closely related Bulgarian. More work remains to be
done on the clitics of Albanian: in section 7, we highlighted their typologi-
cal similarity with those of Macedonian. In Albanian the block of clitics
Beneficiary /Recipient=Patient (Chart 7) exhibits similar word-like stabil-
ity in that it cannot be interrupted by any other element. However, in both
Albanian and Macedonian these clitics (or the block of clitics) keep the lim-
ited freedom of movement (typical of clitics) in that they attach as enclitics
to the non-finite forms (and imperatives) but as proclitics to the finite verb
forms and I-participles in Macedonian; contrast ddj=mu=ja knigata
na=nego 'give the book tc ",1' with t6j mu=ja=ddl knigata na=nego 'he
13According to Englund (1977: 110). However, both Mr. Valeri Stanrev (.1955 in
Sophia) and '-':' Svillen Stanl:ev (.1957 in V. Turnovo) judged 58 (ii)
Ddl=li=mu=go;:;si to be ungrammatical. They also refused NEG=mu=go=Q
AUX=PPor NEG=mu=Q=go AUX=PPgiven by Englund (1977: 114).
Convergence in the Development of S. Slavonic & Greek Pronominal Systems 101
gave the book to him' (d. the Albanian example in (47». Even the fact that
in verbal morphology the inflectional prefixes are apparently less common
than the suffixes (but we are not aware of any statistics) might be an ar-
gument against their recognition as bound morphemes. Another counter-
argument is the fact that - at least in Indo-European languages - one is
used to think of agreement markers in terms of subject agreement mark-
ers.14 In other words, more convincing examples for the affix-like status of
clitics crossindexing the object would be furnished by languages where the
clitic crossindexing the subject might also crossindex the object. Within the
Indo-European family of languages several Iranian ergative languages
exhibit this phenomenon (d. Bubenik 1989 for details). For instance, in
Pashto the same morpheme am expresses the 1stPERSsubject in the present
(suffix +am) and the 1st PERSobject in the past (clitic =am):
(59) za yam
I+DlR be+1/SG
'lam'
ta za
you+OBL I+DlR
'you saw me'
walid=am
see+PP=l/SG
Kurdish data (dialect of Suleimaniye, Bynon 1979) are similarly compli-
cated:
(W)1. min ewa=m bini
I ye=l/SG see+P
1saw ye'
(61)1. ewa min abm+in
.ye I see+1/PL
'Ye see me'
b.
b.
bini+m+in
see+P+1/SG+2/PL
1saw ye'
a+m+bm+in
PREV+1/SG+see+2/PL
'Ye see me'
In Kurdish (Suleimaniye) the same morpheme m encodes both the 1st
PERS subject in the past and the 1stPERS object in the present. More specifi-
cally, in (60) a. =m is attached phonologically to the object as a c1itic ex-
pressing the 1stPERS subject; in (60) b. the same phonological entity m may
be considered as the suffix of the 1stSG, +m, attached in the appropriate
position after the verb by a morphological rule; in (61) b. m encoding the 1st
14The situation is quite different in the Afro-Asiatic phylum. In Semitic lan-
guages the subject agreement markers in the imperfect are prefixes but those
in the perfect suffixes (e.g. Classical Arabic huwa yaktubu 'he will write' vs.
huwa 1cataba'he wrote'). A major typological and diachronic cross-linguistic
study of these matters is a desideratum (d. Bubenik 1993).
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PERSobject appears inserted between the preverb and the verbal root as
the prefix m+.
With this typological note - which gives an indication of our ongoing
research - we wish to conclude our study. It is needless to say that much
more remains to be done on the Balkan data both synchronically and di-
achronically before evaluating them in a broader typological context of
other I-E and non-I-E languages.
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